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1 . This Office action is in response to the application filed May 2, 2006. This application is 
a 371 of PCT/JP04/16528, filed November 8, 2004 which claims the benefit of applications JP 
2003-378416 and 2004-258300, filed November 7, 2003 and September 6, 2004 respectively. 
Claims 1-18 are pending. It is noted that several of the references cited on the submitted IDSs 
have either not been supplied or have no translation. Thus, the citations have been lined-though 
on forms PTO-1449. 

2. The amendment filed under Article 34 Amendment PCT is objected because it introduces 
new matter into the disclosure. No amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of 
the invention. The added material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: 
The statement, added to the body of the specification and certain claims, that the sensor device 
are provided with a communication device for communicating with other sensor device is not 
supported by the specification as filed. The original specification merely teaches the 
communication between a sensor and a base station. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

3. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the claimed communication between 
sensor devices must be shown or the feature(s) canceled fi-om the claim(s). No new matter 
should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
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should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed fi-om the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

4. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. The communication 
between a sensor and another sensor is not supported by the specification as filed. Further, the 
specification as amended does not provide any details pertaining to this contmiunication, and 
thus, this feature is not considered enabled. 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 1-3, 5-6, 8, 1 1-12 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hiromoto (2002-21 1219). 

Regarding claim 1, the claimed step of mounting sensor devices within the tire is shown 
as items 5-7. The step of mounting a base station for communicating with the sensor devices and 
the car body is shown as items 9 and 10. The transmitter (item 9) takes in data from the sensors 
and relays them to the receiver (item 10) on the car body. Hiromoto does not teach 
communications between sensors. The communication between sensors is conventional and 
t3q)ically used to extend the range of contmiunication between sensors and a central reader among 
other uses. It would have been obvious to incorporate conventional techniques to achieve well 
known desired functions. 

Regarding claim 2, it would have been obvious to limit the communication capability of 
the sensor devices to only the devices it is intended to communicate with so that stray signals 
would not inadvertently affect the sensors. 

Regarding claim 3, since the communication requirements between the base station and 
the sensors and between the base station and the car body is different (i.e. range, amount of data. 
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number of device to communicate with) it would have been obvious to use different protocols to 
avoid interference or to optimize the communications. 

Regarding claim 5, the sensor devices and base station have been addressed in claim 1. 
Hiromoto does not explicitly disclose that the base station processes signals from the sensors. 
Since the signals from the sensors are continuous and there are many sensors, it would have been 
obvious to process the signals so they may be stored for later transmission. 

Regarding claim 6, this limitation has been addressed in a prior claim. 

Regarding claim 8, where there is a plurality of sensors and one reader, it would have 
been obvious to control the transmission of data from each sensor so that the individual 
transmissions would not interfere with each other. 

Regarding claim 1 1, it would have been obvious to include a storage means so that the 
data from the sensors may be stored or processed prior to transmission. A base station typically 
aggregates received sensor data and transmits the data in a single burst to reduce transmission 
requirements. 

Regarding claim 12, it is conventional to process stored data prior to transmission. For 
example, stored data may be arranged in packets with error correction or labeled with the 
transmission source. Then the entire data packet is transmitted. It would have been obvious to 
use a processor to achieve this function. 

Regarding claim 16, it would have been obvious to include a sensor module without a 
sensor so that additional parameters may be added at a later date. Alternatively, the sensor 
module may be designed so that the sensor may be interchanged with a different sensor. 
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8. Claims 4, 7, 9, 10, 13-14 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hiromoto and further in view of Mackness (6,902,136 note that reference is a 
divisional of 10/273,659 which was filed October 18, 2002). 

Regarding claim 4, Hiromoto does not teach sensor devices that are driven by radio 
waves from the car body. Mackness teaches a tire pressure monitoring system wherein the 
sensor derives power from radio waves transmitted via an antenna. It would have been obvious 
to use the same type of sensor/RPID unit to monitor conditions in Hiromoto to allow easy 
implementation of a wireless sensor system in a tire. Although the antenna is located on the 
wheel, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to locate the antenna on the 
car so that the power supply is unlimited. In fact, Mackness teaches that the antenna on the car 
body may be used to power the base station. 

Regarding claims 7 and 9, see rejection of claim 4. 

Regarding claim 10, Hiromoto teaches that the sensor devices have transmitters for 
transmitting signals to the base station. 

Regarding claim 13, see col. 4, lines 30-35 of Mackness. 

Regarding claim 14, a sensor with means for storing power has been addressed above. 
The type of sensor is considered obvious since any type of sensor able to detect a tire parameter 
is suggested by the Hiromoto reference. Further, since applicant has provided no details 
regarding the angle sensor, this is considered a well known, conventional part. 

Regarding claim 17, the transmitter in Mackness is arranged away from the tire. It would 
have been obvious to orient the fransmitter (antenna) of the sensors away from the tire to better 
communicate with the base station if it is located in the wheel (as taught in Mackness). 
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9. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hiromoto and/or 
Mackness as applied to claims 6 or 10 above, and further in view of Balzer et al (6,217,683). 

Regarding claim 18, H and M doe not teach mounting sensor to the tire through a base- 
isolated device. Balzer teaches in Figure 1 a sensor mounted to a tire via an isolation device. It 
would have been obvious to include the isolation device to ensure a more accurate signal. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALBERT K. WONG whose telephone number is (571)272-3057. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian A. Zimmerman can be reached on 571-272-3059. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



December 20, 2008 



/Albert KWong/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



